TOWN OF SULLIVAN’S ISLAND
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday, May 15, 2019

A regular meeting of the Town of Sullivan’s Island Design Review Board was held on the above
date at 6:00 p.m. at Town Hall, 2056 Middle Street. All requirements of the Freedom of
Information Act were verified to have been satisfied. Present were Board members Beverly
Bohan, Ron Coish, Steve Herlong, Linda Perkis, Rhonda Sanders, and Bunky Wichmann.

Town Council Members present: No members of Council were present.

Staff Members present: Joe Henderson, Director of Planning/Zoning Administrator, Jessi Gress,
Business Licensing and Permit Technician, Randy Robinson, Building Official and Max
Wurthmann, Building Inspector.

Members of the public present: Cynthia Holmes, Gerald Kaynard, and Jim Henshaw.

I CALL TO ORDER: Mr. Herlong called the meeting to order and stated that the press
and public were duly notified pursuant to State Law and a quorum of Board
Members were present. There were no known members of media present.

. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Mr. Wichmann made a motion to apprave the April 17,
2015 Meeting minutes, Ms, Bohan seconded this motion. All were in favor. None
opposed. Motion passed unanimously.

. PUBLIC INPUT: Ms. Cynthia Holmes spoke to the length of the April DRB meeting
and stated it was a wake-up call to the good will and undue burden being placed on
the Board. Ms. Holmes stated that constituents are adversely affected by this as
well. Ms. Holmes requested consideration of some sort of platform like a committee
or workshop that could explore the length of meetings.

v, NON-HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEWS:

2256 Myrtle Avenue: Carl McCants, applicant, requested approval of a new home construction
located within the Atlanticville Historic District. No modifications are requested. (TMS# 529-06-
00-111)

Mr. Henderson stated that the existing non-historic home is to be demolished; however, the
parcel is located within the Atlanticville Historic District. He explained the Design Review Board
is charged with reviewing the site changes for a Certificate of Appropriateness and ensure the
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home design is in keeping with the historic character and scale of the surrounding
neighborhood. Mr. Henderson stated that no standards are requested for modification. This
project includes construction of a 1 % story home with front porches.

Na public comment was made.

The Board agreed that the application stayed within neighborhood compatibility and the
applicant did a great job with this design.

Mr. Wichmann made a motion to approve this application for final approval. Ms. Bohan
seconded this motion. All were in favor. None opposed. Motion passed unanimously.

1616 Poe Avenue: Mr. Henderson stated that the applicant got stuck in traffic and requested
that the Board move on to the next agenda item.

2651 Bayonne Avenue: Kate Campbell of Beau Clowney Architects, requested final approval of
a new home construction with modifications to the zoning standards for principal building
square footage, principal building coverage, side setbacks, second story side facade setbacks,
and principal building side fagade. (TMS# 529-11-00-070)

Mr. Henderson stated that the Design Review Board granted conceptual approval of this project
on March 20, 2019. The request for principal building square footage has been increased from
21% to 23%; however, the principal building coverage has been decreased from 5% to 2%.

No public comment was made.

The Board agreed that they are in favor of this application.

Mr. Wichmann made a motion to approve this application for final approval. Ms. Sanders
seconded this motion. All were in favor. None opposed. Motion passed unanimously.

1616 Poe Avenue: Craft Design Studio, applicant, requested final plan approval of a new home
construction with modifications to the zoning standards for side setbacks and second story side
facade setbacks. (TMS# 523-08-00-011)

Mr. Henderson stated that on April 17, 2019, a revised design was presented and received
preliminary approval from the Design Review Board. The new design was created by the project
manager Kenny Craft, AlA to address the concerns of the residents of the surrounding
neighborhood with the goal of relating better to the vernacular design of Sullivan’s Island’s
homes. Mr. Henderson also stated that the original proposed roof top deck was removed as per
the request of the DRB.

Ms. Cynthia Holmes requested to make public input prior to the applicant’s presentation and
stated for the record there were documents submitted for the April 19, 2019 Design Review
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Board Meeting that the Board Members never received and the public was not made aware of
that omission until after the meeting.

Ms. Holmes submitted a packet to the Board for review (Exhibit 1).

Ms. Holmes stated that she would like the documentation given to the Board to be made part
of the record. Ms. Holmes read a letter from a neighbor who was unable to attend the meeting:

“I wanted to share my position as a neighbor. My name is Chris Kronzer and I live at
1611 Middle Street. My property is located directly behind the applicant. My main points
are as followed: There are requirements in place for a reason. If the homeowner wants
to achieve a curtain size house then the Design Review Board should deny their request
and encourage them to find o lot on the island that suits their requirements. Second,
what is the real reason why the homeowners need the increase? The only logical reason |
can see is they want more space. If it is not for space purposes then they should design
something in accordance with the building guidelines it’s that simple. If it is for space,
the Design Review Board should deny this request and encourage the property owners to
obtain a larger property on the Island to build their ideal home. Third, what are the
guiding principles that the Design Review Board uses to determine an increase and when
it should be granted or denying? What are the extenuating circumstances for this
homeowner when they need to go beyond what is allowed? Knowing this information
would be beneficial as | have not heard or read anything that makes this a unique
situation, This looks to be a situation where the developer is doing this either because it
will be an investment/future profit potential via a sale or trying to get the best deal
possible by purchasing a smaller lot a building a larger home or disregarding rufes and
guidelines that have been established to maintain the historic and consistency of our
unique island. If any of these are the case then they homeowner should be denied and
encouraged to resubmit their plans once they have obtained a lot that can support their
design without the need for increases. Lastly, | am not a iawyer however does the Town
open itself up to potential lawsuits by approving some and denying others. Not my field
of expertise but worth asking. Thanks Chris.”

Ms. Holmes stated the applicant is required to provide advanced notice to the community by
publishing the application on the website. She explained that the applicant failed to do this
because the application is incomplete. She further mentioned, they are all here for Zoning
Ordinance compliance and the developer’s zoning worksheet is not current and is not
consistent with other parts of the application; and for these reasons the required advanced
notice has not been given. She further stated she does not wave objection to the required
notice and would request that the application be postponed until the deficiencies have been
corrected and, the Board should do the alternative which is to postpone the final consideration
and move forward today with a frank discussion of mass, height, character, scale and
neighborhood compatibility. Ms. Holmes stated that the community is here to balance
competing interests. Ms. Homes believes that they are blessed to live on Sullivan’s Island, not
loved just by residents, but by locals and tourists who visit. The Island is a benefit to tourists as
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well to the state. Further stating, there are a multitude of impeding interests to weigh in order
to reach a more pleasing result with less mass, height, and more compatibility with the existing
scale of this modest neighborhood in the historic district. Ms. Holmes stated that the
community objects to the characterization in the application of the neighborhood as a tear-
down. Ms. Holmes believes it behooves the Town to be wise stewards to preserve and protect
and defend and not take for granted what is inevitable and unique about Sullivan’s Island. The
Town seeks a mutual, amusing and compatible resolution. She explained that the design is
incongruous and inconsistent with the historic district standards and the very reasonable prior
suggestions that have been made by the Board and have been ignored. She further stated the
Board must never forget the historical significance and proximity to Fort Moultrie which
supports maintaining the good example which has already been set on the Poe Avenue block
and not set a bad example. Ms. Holmes stated that their neighbor at 1607 Poe Avenue has
spoken at a previous meeting regarding the application in support of the Zoning Ordinance. She
further stated the community is welcome and invited the current applicant and future
neighbor. Ms. Holmes believes the community, applicant and homeowner can work together.
Ms. Holmes stated the concerns for the current designs are the east side facade and the overall
design is overwhelmingly massive within a low mass and low scale neighborhood. Four out of
five homes located on that side of the property have ground floor living space. The historic
neighborhood compatibility has not been demonstrated on the current plans. She further
stated the application is incompatible with Sullivan’s Island historic district guidelines,
traditional island architecture, and neighborhood compatibility. Ms. Holmes stated that the
neighborhood endorses Mr. Kronzer's statements that the increases are being requested
unnecessarily. There is no obvious obstacle to meet the Zoning Ordinance. This design is not in
compliance with several ordinances and guidelines which are not included in this application
including flat roofs in two sections, porches and decking that exceed the ordinance significantly,
decking that exceeds the guidelines, and impermissible ratio of porch and deck which is over
the principal building square footage. The packet submitted to the Board also includes Mr.
Henderson’s information regarding the lowest floor elevation which the community would
request. She further questioned whether there would be fill placed on the lot and if so, how
much. Ms. Holmes stated there is also a request to address the stormwater runoff with the
consideration in tying into the drainage system. She requested for a grading plan to be
presented to address the stormwater issue. Ms. Holmes believes the applicant has not met the
requirements to justify the request for relief. Ms. Holmes stated it looks as though the applicant
is requesting a third story and believes that neighborhood compatibility is more consistent with
a one and a half story home.

Mr. Henderson stated that in reference to Ms. Holmes’ comments, Town staff has complied
with the Freedom of Information Act requirements by advertising all applications before the
Design Review Board. This includes posting the agenda as an advertisement in the local
newspaper, posting a digital copy of the application and plans on the Town’s website for public
review, and posting a public notice sign on each property at least ten business days before the
Design Review Board meeting. All these requirements were met and are met for every DRB
meeting. Ancther point made by Mr. Henderson was related to massing increases for new
constructions. The DRB grants three different increases or modifications to the massing
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standards: principal building square footage, principal building coverage and foundation height.
Neither are being requested for this application. Architectural relief is being requested in the
form of second story side setback for the east elevations. The application also includes a
dimensional standard modification of 13% or 5’ for east-side setback. Mr. Henderson stated
that the applicant is not requesting any massing increases to their design and could in fact
permit the proposed home at the staff level without coming before the Design Review Board, if
the second story side setback and side sethack relief was not requested.

Mr. Craft stated that he appreciates the concerns in the neighborhood but has been to four
Design Review Board meetings. With each meeting the Board provided feedback to address all
comments and concerns. Mr. Craft feels as though he has tried his best to make all the
necessary changes required from the Board. Mr. Craft stated that this house does have to be
elevated to meet all FEMA requirements but the house is two to three feet below what the max
elevation allows. Mr. Craft understands that it is very difficult to make everyone happy in this
particular situation but has tried very hard to please all the neighbars’ concerns and it is well
within reason of being built on this specific lot,

Mr. Wichmann stated that he appreciates the enthusiasm, passion and true love that the
neighbors have for the neighborhood and understands the deeply rooted sentiments of the
residents at all these meetings. Mr. Wichmann further explained the applicant has come a very
long way since the first application submittal and the applicant has fulfilled everything the
Board has asked them to do. Mr. Wichmann believes the application meets neighborhood
compatibility standards and the massing is in line with the surrounding neighborhood. Mr.
Wichmann stated that the removal of the roof top deck was a suggestion but the applicant
went ahead and removed it all together. Mr. Wichmann would have liked the opportunity to
review the packet handed out to the DRB by Ms. Holmes but since the packet was just handed
to the members with the board was in session, he felt there is not enough time to review the
information carefully. With that, Mr. Wichmann expressed he was in favor for final approval.

Ms. Perkis thinks the applicant is close but not there yet. Ms. Perkis believes that there are a lot
of things that do not meet neighborhood compatibility. There is no flat roof on the rear of the
house which the applicant has proposed and although the house is in a historic district, the
porches must be at least eight feet deep; the applicant’s porch is not. Ms. Perkis stated one
thing about neighborhood compatibility is the pattern of setback which the applicant is going
the max of twenty-five feet but no house in that area goes out that far. Ms. Perkis asked the
applicant if there is a possibility to move the house further back on the lot. Ms. Perkis read
Section 21-111 (H) which states: where appropriate, distinctive architectural styles that
characterize a street or neighborhood. On Poe Avenue there are small houses and setback. Ms.
Perkis understands that a small house cannot be built but by permitting this application, this
street will be changed forever like a domino effect. Ms. Perkis recommended having a street
oriented front door as this also will fall into neighborhood compatibility. Ms. Perkis stated she is
not ready to grant final approval. Ms. Perkis made a recommendation that the applicant meet
with the neighbors.
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